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" “experimental group did the same, but received comments from the instructor

‘self-evaluation seemed to have a negative effect on performance. The results

regarding their self—evaluation3 /Kiudents in the control group did not engage
in any form of self-evaluation.

The relationship between student score predictions and instructor scores
on the final class product was reasonably high for the control group.
However, the combination of self-evaluation and instructor feedback on self=-
evaluation raised this figure to .81. Criteria specific feedback on seif-

evaluation seems to be an effective way to develop student skills in estimating
the quality of their performance.

It was anticipated that self-evalllation itself without any instructor
feedback on.the accuracy of the evaluation would raise the correlation between
student and instructor scores. ¥he-analysis revealed that self-evaluation
itself had no beneficial effects, and in fact, seemed to have a negative
effect. It is our contention that self-evaluation (i.e., the effective use of
objectives) is contingent upon an ongoing process of critical comparison. <z

When tied to student confidence in their materials, there was a significant
difference between group means. When students received instructor feedback on
the quality of their materials and on their own evaluations, they had the
opportunity to learn not only what instructors thought of their materials, but
how their self-evaluations compared to instructor evaluations on an objective-
by-objective basis.

When student confidence in materials was correctly low, feedback on

of this study indicate that when students were unsure of their work, additional
feedback only caused more confusion, -

Research is needed in order to clarify the effects of feedback in learning
situations in which student performances are complex and student confidence
is difficult to gauge.

Further research is indicated to determine the effect of further explica-
tion regarding the negative effect of self-evaluation only on students.

A second question for further investigation is where to begin instruction
for students who are unable to use prespecified criteria to improve the quality
of their work.,

If trainees can learn to use prespecified objectives and criteria
effectively to evaluate and shape their performances, the case for the use of
instructional objectives is made even stronger.

If trainee self-evaluation can be developed to an acceptable level, then
time spent on certain types of instructor feedback can be greatly reduced,
freeing trainers for other instructional tasks during the training process.
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The Effects of Self-Evaluation as
an Instructional Feedback Strategy

In an effort to maximize cost effectiveness of training programs, all
the military services currently use an ''objectives based' instructional
approach. Trainees are told what performance is expected of them and the
criteria by which their performance will be judged, 1t is assumed they
will use the criteria to evaluate the ;uality of their own performance and

alter the performance based on corrective feedback.

When job performance, rather than class performance, is at issue, the

ability to self-evaluate takes on increased importance. |f individuals

are unable to evaluate their own job performance or to discriminate
between a correct and an incorrect performance, the results of training
will be less than optimal. The question to be considered is whether
trainees are able to use objectives and criteria to evaluate their own
performance, and if so, whether the ability to self-evaluate improves with
practice.

Experimental situations were created to investigate the effects of
two self-evaluation procedures: (a) learners' evaluation of their own
products using specified criteria and (b) learners' self-evaluation with
instructor feedback on the accuracy of their evaluations. Two dependent

variables were used to measure these effects: (a) learners' ability to

use stated criteria for judging their own products and (b) learners'

performance on course objectives.

Review of Literature

Literature on systematically designed instruction and the variety of

Instructional strategies that can be employed to improve learning is
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abundant. For the purposes of this study, we narrowed our focus to research
dealing with (a) systematically designed instructional procedures related
to objectives, standards, and practice and feedback and (b) self-evaluation

as an instructional strategy.

Systematic instruction, Literature was surveyed on systematic

instructional design procedures and the effects of using systematically
designed instruction. Particular areas studied were performance objectives,
performance standards, and practice and feedback.

A number of learning theorists state that learning will improve as a
result of pre-specified objectives (Gagné & Briggs, 1974; Gerlach ¢ Ely,
in press; Kibler, Barker & Miles, 1970; Kibler & Basset, 1977; Mager, 1961).
However, there is little research which examines the development of
strategies that will increase the ability of students themselves to use
objectives in learning situations. One question which remains unanswered
is whether students can effectively use statements of objectives to impfove
their own learning effectiveness and, if not, what instructional techniques
preceding instruction can be employed along with objectives to facilitate
learning.

The specification of performance standards is widely accepted as an
Integral part of an instructional objective. If performance evaluation
is judgmental, i.e., there is no clearcut right or wrong performance, then
the specification of performance criteria becomes appropriate. When a
simple right or wrong response is not possible, Dick and Carey (1978)
suggest that instructional objectives should include a checklist of the
types of behaviors which are expected when the performance of students is

judged. This breakdown of behavior should give students a clearer

understanding of the required performance., However, the degree to which

|
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|
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learners are able to use criteria in shaping their behaviors has not yet
been established (Carey, 1976).

The use of practice and feedback are universally accepted as important
aspects of instruction. Both are regularly included in systematically
designed instructional materials. Research on practice and feedback were
reviewed in this study relative to self-evaluation or student evaluation
of their own work. Kulhavy, Yekovich and Dyer (1976) have shown that in
programmed instruction, certain conditions maximize the effects of instructor
feedback on learner performance. They found that feedback is most effec-
tive when a learner believes a test response is correct when, in fact, it
is incorrect. In this case, learner response confidence is incorrectly
high. When a learner believes a response is incorrect, and it is, Kulhavy
et al. state that feedback is not effective because learners do not under-
stand either the subject matter being tested, the test question, or both.

in programmed instruction, feedback indicates to the learner whether
a particular response to a program frame is correct or incorrect, and the
effects of feedback are measured by a subsequent test covering the same or
similar material. In some instructional situations, the feedback given on
one performance is expected to help the learner with future performances
which are similar. When complex, multi-dimensional performances are given,
learners' confidence in this performance can be measured by having them
evaluate each aspect of their own performance. Self-evaluation becomes an
indicator of learner response confidence. |f instructor feedback is then
given on the quality of learner self-evaluations, in addition to the
performance of tasks to be learned, a double feedback condition exists., The
effects of feedback on student performance should be noticed under these

conditions regardless of learner confidence, especially when the feedback




given on performance and on self-evaluations is instructional and causes
students to attend more to objectives and standards for acceptable

performance.

Self-evaluation. One method for determining the degrez to which

learners are able to use objectives and criteria statements to shape their
performances is to ask learners to use them to evaluate their own work. é;
Those who are able to accurately evaluate their work using pre-specified
criteria probably possess a clear understanding of the objective and

criteria concerned. On the other hand, learners who are unable to use

performance criteria to judge the quality of their work after its comple-

tion are, likewise, unable to use the same criteria during its production,

. Learners who are unable to use criteria during production would not be

expected to perform as well as those who have the ability to apply state-

ments of criteria when developing instructional products.

Clark (1938) found that students were able to evaluate their own

Tom

performance on college level algebra, quantitative analysis, and chemistry

problems. The correlation between student scores and instructor scores was

s

.80. Bennent (1958) found further supnort for the argument that students

are able to evaluate their own performances.

Both Clark and Bennent reported that students gave themselves the same

T

} ' grade as their instructors in a high percentage of cases., Estimating a

; single grade, or single number on a 5-point scale,would seem to be an easier
task than determmining how closely several parts of a complex production
match the specified performance criteria. When one performs in the field,

l; evaluations are based on how closely the actual performance approximates

the expected performance.




The question of whether self-evaluation actually promotes learning

remains unanswered. McEowen (1957) found that learning was unaffected by

students' evaluation of their materials. In this study, however, performance
had no effect on course grades, so students had little at stake. Had the
performance affected grades, student interest in learning might have been
greater and results might well have been different.

In a study involving sculpture, graphics, painting, and drawing skills,
Fried (1965) found that although sculpture improved as a result of self-
evaluation, the other skills studied did not. Noting the inconclusiveness
of his own finding, Fried concluded that the value of self-evaluation was
still undetermined, and recommended continued research in the area.

Duel (1958), in a study conducted in two Air Force technical schools,
found that achievement was improved when students were given formal and
periodic opportunities to evaluate their own work. A study in which self-
evaluation had a positive effect on students' mechanical drawing skills was
conducted by lrwin (1973). He found that students who evaluated their own
materials throughout the school year learned more as measured on a
standardized test which assessed mechanical drawing skills. In this study,
however, results were confounded because the self-evaluating group had a
significantly higher mean 1Q than the control group.

Evidence has been cited which both supports and contradicts the
assertion that self-evaluation improves student performance. Little has
been written on the effects of (a) student practice on evaluating their own
work and of (b) instructor feedback on student self-evaluation. The com-
bination of systematic instructional procedures with self-evaluation as an

additional feedback strategy may prove to make instruction more effective.




Hypotheses

The literature concerning learner self-evaluation, though limited, does
indicate that students may possess at least a limited ability to evaluate
their own work and that periodic self-evaluation may improve learner
performance.,

The specific hypotheses tested in this research are the following:

I. The correlation between learner and instructor evaluation scores
on a final course project will be higher when instructor feedback is given
on previous learner self-evaluations throughout the term than when no
instructor feedback on self-evaluation is given, or when students do not
participate in self-evaluation throughout the term.

2, Learner performance on a final class project will be better when
students evaluate their own materials throughout the term and receive
instructor feedback on their self-evaluations than when students do not
receive feedback on their self-evaluations, or do not participate in self-
evaluation throughout the term.

3. For a subgroup of students who incorrectly assume that their
initial products are well produced, learner performance on a final product
will be better when feedback is given on the quality of the students'
evaluation of their own work than when instructor feedback is given only
on the quality of the product.

4, For a subgroup of students who correctly assume their product is
not well produced, learner performance on a final product will be better
when feedback is given on the quality of the initial product and on student

evaluations of the project than when feedback is given only on the product.

L L TIm——" ey
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Pilot Study

In an attempt to identify experimental procedures which could most
easily be adapted to an ongoing instructional program, a pilot study was
conducted during the spring semester of 1978 at Arizona State University,

Tempe.
Me thod

Sample. Three instructors and nine undergraduate media production
classes participated in the study. Three intact classes were assigned to
each of the three treatment groups: control, self-evaluation and feedback.
Each instructor was responsible for only one treatment group.

Procedures. The control group used performance objectives, criteria
statements, and instructor feedback to produce a mediated unit of instruc-
tion. The self-evaluation group, in addition to the above, evaluated their
own materials using the instructor evaluation form prior to submission.
Instructor feedback on the quality of the materials was the same for both
the control and the self-evaluation groups. The third or feedback group
produced their materials in the same manner as the other two groups. Like
the self-evaluation group, prior to submitting their materials, they
evaluated their own work and submitted theevaluation forms to their instructors.
However, for this group, instructor feedback consisted of both feedback on
the quality of the products and on the quality of the student evaluations.

To enable comparisons of self-evaluations among the three groups, the
control group used the evaluation forms to assess their final products at
the end of the semester.

There were three major checkpoints during the semester at which

students formally submitted their materials for instructor evaluation and
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feedback: planning document evaluation, materials evaluation and mass

media project evaluation. The instrument used for each evaluation is
included in Appendix A.

Students were asked to complete and submit for evaluation a planning
document that would describe the product they would develop during the
semester. There were six areas to be evaluated on the planning document:
the content outline, the purpose statement, the audience analysis, the
objectives, media selection, and the use for the instruction. There were
two to four questions under each of the six areas which were used as criteria
to judge the merit of the planning document.

The second checkpoint was materials evaluation which occurred about j

two-thirds into the semester. Seven categories were to be evaluated:

lettering, illustration, mounting, transparency making, construction,
appearance, and other. The category marked other was used to provide
evaluation flexibility to accommodate the variety of materials developed
by students. Two to five questions within each category were used as
criteria to assess the quality of materials relative to that category.

The third checkpoint, mass media project evaluation, was the end
of the semester evaluation of the course project. The categories included
were synonymous with those used in the planning document, except at this
checkpoint, they were used to evaluate course products and not plans for

products. The six categories each had two to five questions which were

used as criteria to evaluate the product relative to that category.
Results, Pearson product moment correlations were used to compare

the evaluation scores of students with those of their instructors in the

control, self-evaluation, and feedback groups on the final product.

Significant correlations (p 2 .05) were observed between student and

b o T i Y ———— g o
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instructor ratings in both the control and the feedback groups. A slightly
negative, but non-significant correlation was observed in the self-
evaluation group.

A one-way analysis of variance among groups revealed no significant

differences (p > .05) on performance scores.

Discussion

As a result of the pilot study, a number of procedural problems were
identified. Due to the nature of the procedural problems, data collected
during this study were judged not valid, nor generalizable to other
instructional settings. Changes in procedures which were identified as
being problematic are described in the following paragraphs.

The first procedure which was found to be unacceptable was the assign-
ment of one treatment to each instructor. Training sessions were held to
establish scoring guidelines, and a high degree of inter-rater reliability
was established. However, during the study, which spanned an entire
semester, a distinct pattern of instructor bias developed. One instructor
seemed to be more lenient in grading than did the others, and also offered
students more assistance in the development of their products. Students
were assured of high grades by one instructor prior to formal instructor
evaluation, As a result, students knew their scores before submitting
their products, and the relationship between student and instructor scores
was no doubt inflated. |t was determined that if each instructor delivered
all three treatments in a control setting, then the effects of this type of
instructor bias would be minimized,

A second problem which was encountered concerned the instruments used
for both student and instructor evaluations. The objectives list and

grading criteria were on separate forms and although students had both
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forms in their possession at the time of self-evaluation, they rarely

o referred to the criteria sheet when grading their products. The objectives
and criteria were combined into one form to help students focus on the
criteria when assessing the quality of their materials.
The pilot study helped refine experimental procedures and enabled the
researchers to conduct the main study in an ongoing instructional setting.
With the exception of instructor treatment assignment and evaluation
instrument design, the procedures used in the pilot study were also used ;

in the main study.
Me thod
Design

in this study a posttest-only control group design was used to
! measure the effects of student self-evaluation of instructional products,
a1 . and instructor feedback on the quality of self-evaluation on student
performance on the final class product. An analysis of variance at a

significance level of .05 was used to measure the effects of these two

independent variables. A Pearson product moment correlation at a signifi-
cance level of .05 was used to measure the relationship between student

T evaluations and instructor evaluations of all instructional products.

SamEIe

0"

The study was conducted during the 1978 summer session at Arizona
State University, Tempe. Student participants were enrolled in IME 411,
0y Audiovisual Materials and Procedures in Education. A total of 56 preservice

and inservice teachers in three class sections participated.
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Procedure

Students in each section were blocked according to three levels of
grade point average--low, average, and high, and then randomly assigned to
either the control, first, or second treatment group. At the onset of the
study, there were 20 students in the control group, 16 in the first
treatment group, and 20 in the second treatment group. During the conduct
of the study, eight students were dropped from the control group due to
procedural problems. Each course instructor taught the control and the
two treatmenf groups in order to avoid instructor bias,

Mastery instructional strategies including use of performance
objectives, specified criteria, examples of acceptable products, relevant
practice, and instructor feedback on the quality of students' products were
the instructional techniques used in all three treatment groups to help
students produce one mediated and one non-mediated unit of instruction.

The instruction, practice and feedback, and assessment procedures occurred
throughout the course. There were three major checkpoints at which
students formally submitted their products for instructor evaluation and
feedback. The evaluation form included a listing of all aspects of the
products to be evaluated and the specific criteria to be used in the
evaluation. (Sample instructor evaluation forms can be seen in Appendix A.

The control group followed the instructional procedures outlined
previously to produce their materials during the course. Students in the
first treatment group followed these same procedures, and in addition, prior
to submitting their materials for instructor evaluation at each checkpoint,
students in this group used the same form as that used by instructors to

evaluate their own materials. The self-evaluations were submitted along
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with the materials and were not seen again by students. This treatment
group is referred to as the self-evaluation group.

The second treatment group, referred to as the feedback group, followed
the same procedures as the self-evaluation group with the addition of one
procedure. When instructor feedback was given on the quality of student
materials, students were also given feedback on their self-evaluations.
Instructors asked students to describe how they graded themselves based
on the criteria, and discussed how student evaluations compared with
instructor evaluations.

Students in both the control and self-evaluation groups received only
one type of feedback--feedback on the quality of their materials. Students
in the feedback group received feedback on the quality of their materials
and also on their self-evaluations. It is important to note that the
instructors did not see the student self-evaluations until after student
products were graded. This eliminated instructor bias caused by student

perceptions of the quality of their work.

Performance Standards

Each aspect of student products was graded by course instructors on
a scale of 1 to 10, with 10 being the highest score possible. Grading
criteria were established by course instructors prior to the beginning of

the study. |Instructor scores were used as the standard against which all

comparisons were made.
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Results
The process of self-evaluation and the use of feedback on the accuracy
of self-evaluation were studied to ascertain their effects on (a) students'

evaluation of their own performance and (b) student achievement.

Student Evaluation

it was hypothesized in this study that the correlation between student
evaluation scores and instructor evaluation scores on the final course
project would be higher when instructor feedback on student evaluations of
other class projects was given than when no feedback on student evaluations
was given, or when no student evaluation took place.

Student and instructor evaluation means and standard deviations for the
final course project and the correlation between them are shown in Table 1.
For the control group, the student evaluation‘ mean was 57.9 (maximum
score = 60) and the instructor mean was 56.82, yielding a difference of
1.08 points with the correlation between them being .68 (p > .05). For the
sel f-evaluation group, the student mean was 58.5, with the instructors
giving a mean score of 53.67, differing by 4.83 points. The correlation
between these two scores was -.07, which was not significant. Students in
the feedback group predicted a mean score of 55,70 while the instructors'
mean equaled 54.75, yielding a difference of .95 points. The correlation
between these scores was .81 (p > .05),

Figure 1 contains an illustration of the correlations between student
and instructor scores at the first and third checkpoints for the self-
evaluation and feedback groups. There was very little change in student

ability to evaluate their own work in the self-evaluation group. At the
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Table |
Student and Instructor Mean Performance Scores
and Standard Deviations on Final Class Project and
Correlation Between the Two Means for Each Treatment Group
Standard

Group Student n® Instructor Deviation Correlation
Control 57.90 (11) 56.82 3.65 .68%
Self-evaluation 58.50 (14) 53.67 5.57 -.07
Feedback 55.70 (20) 54.75 8.26 L8 *x

Note. Maximum score = 60.

8Numbers in parentheses indicate the number of

*p < .01,
**p < 001,

students in each group.
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Figure |

Student and (nstructor Evaluation Correlations
on the First and Final Evaluations
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first checkpoint, the correlation between student and instructor scores was
-.048 and at the third checkpoint, -.076. Neither of these correlations
was significant. There was )ittle association at the outset of the study
and only slightly more at the conclusion,

On the other hand, the correlation between student and instructor
scores for the feedback group was .49 (p < .05) at the first evaluation
checkpoint and .81 (p < .05) at the third. The relationship between the

two sets of scores for this group increased approximately 65 percent.

Student Performance

It was predicted that students' performance on the final class project
would be better when students evaluated previous class products and
received instructor feedback on the self-evaluations than when they completed
self-evaluations alone or did not complete self-evaluations at all. A one-
way analysis of variance revealed no significant difference among group means,

To measure the relationship between student confidence in their
materials as measured by their seif-evaluation scores at the first evalua-
tion checkpoint, and the effect of instructor feedback on student self-
evaluations, students were blocked into two groups: (a) student evaluations
above 50 indicating a high degree of confidence in their materials and
instructor evaluations below 50 on the same materials, and (b) both student
and instructor evaluations below 50 indicating low student confidence in
their materials, Table 2 shows the means and standard deviations for these
two subgroups for both the self-evaluation and feedback groups.

A one-way analysis of variance indicated that when student confidence

was incorrectly high, there was a significant difference between the self-

evaluation and feedback groups F = 9,03 (1, 21) p < .01. When student

o
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Table 2
E’ Instructor Mean Performance Scores
e and Standard Deviations on Final Project
' Blocked on Student Confidence in Their First Project
. ‘Mean > tandard
Group Score n® Deviation
Incorrect high confidence
Self-evaluation 53.09 (10) 5.65
Feedback 58.25 (12) 1.82
Correct low confidence
Self-evaluation 55.25 (L) 5.85
Feedback 49,50 (8) 11.29

Note. Maximum score = 60.

Numbers in parentheses indicate the number of students in each group.
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confidence in materlals was correctly low, the feedback group mean was
approximately six points lower than the mean score of the self-evaluation

group.
Discussion
A ————

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of (a) student
self-evaluation and (b) instructor feedback on the self-evaluations on
the ability of students to evaluate their own materials and on their
performance. Although criteria statements are often included in performance
objectives, there has been little evidence which indicates that students
can always use criteria to shape their performance (Carey, 1976). The
instruction used in this study included objectives with criteria state-
ments and relevant practice and feedback. 1t conformed to the prescrip-
tion for well developed instruction as specified by Gagné and Briggs (1974),
Dick and Carey (1978), and Gerlach and Ely (in press).

The relationship between student score predictions and instructor
scores on the final class product was reasonably high for the control group,
re .68 (p < .05), supporting the work of Clark (1938) and Bennent (1969).
However, the combination of self-evaluation and instructor feedback on self-
evaluation raised this figure to .81, indicating that the skill of seif-
evaluation can be Improved. These findings support the hypotheses stated
in this paper. Criteria specific feedback on self-evaluation seems to be
sn effective way to develop student skills in estimating the quality of
their performance.

The correlation between student and instructor evaluation scores for

the control group was much higher at the third evaluation checkpoint than
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the correlation for either the self-evaluation or feedback group at the
first checkpoint., For the control group the fina! product was their first
opportunity to evaluate their own work. One possible explanation for this
phenomenon is that as students go through a course, they acquire an under-
standing of instructors' expectations and how well their performances meet
these expectations. Students then adjust their performances accordingly.

It was anticipated that self-evaluation itself without any instructor
feedback on the accuracy of the evaluation would raise the correlation
between student and instructor scores. The analysis revealed that self-
evaluation itself had no beneficial effects, and in fact, seemed to have
a negative effect. Self-evaluation seemed to confuse students and hamper
their ability to use prespecified criteria to assess the quality of their
materials. An explanation for this effect seems clear. Obviously, accurate
evaluation must be conducted with full knowledge of both the performance
and the criteria. The self-evaluation group was working at a disadvantage
on both counts. The control group, as stated above, had the benefit of an
entire semester's interaction with the task and instructor, and there is
little doubt that college students are extremely skillful at ''giving the
teacher what s/he wants.!" The feedback group was provided the additional
information as to how accurately they themselves were evaluating their work.
While one might expect the self-evaluation group to perform at least as
well as the contrcl group, our hypotheses clearly suggest otherwise. It
is our contention that self-evaluation (i.e., the effective use of objectives)
is contingent upon an ongoing process of critical comparison. If this
comparison process is disrupted, the proper use of objectives, and perhaps

even overall achievement, will suffer. In the cese of the self-evaluation
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group, the "‘true' purpose of self-evaluation was suspect, and students
would logically assume that their own evaluations would influence the
instructor's judgment. One would therefore predict their estimates to be
inordinately high. The data support this explanation, with the self-evalua-
tion group rating themselves higher than either of the other groups. In
fact, their evaluations were only two percent below the maximum; the students
wishing to remain '"'realistic.'" A low correlation would be expected because
the process employed by the students was at cross-purposes with that of the
instructor or the research design.

The effects of self-evaluation, and self-evaluation and feedback on
actual student performance is difficult to gauge in this study. Students
in all three groups achieved a grade of A on the final project scoring an
average of 55 out of a possible 60 points. There was little variability in
student performance.

When tied to student confidence in their materials, there was a
significant difference between group means. Feedback on self-evaluation
of earlier material seems to be highly effective in promoting improved
student scores on later performances when student confidence in materials
was incorrectly high. When students received instructor feedback on the
quality of their materials and on their own evaluations, they had the
opportunity to learn not only what instructors thought of their materials,
but how their self-evaluations compared to instructor evaluations on an
objective-by-objective basis. This technique pushed the mean scores of
students in the unwarranted high confidence subgroup 3.5 points above the

feedback group mean from 54,75 to 5§8.25. This tends to support the conclu-

sions of Kulhavy, Yekovich & Dyer (1976) that feedback is most effective when
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a high degree of student confidence in materials is unwarranted. I[n the
self-evaluation group, the difference between the mean scores of students
who had incorrectly assumed their materials were good and the entire self-
evaluation group was minimal, lending more support to the above argument
and the inference that the addition of feedback on the self-evaluations is
beneficial especially when learner confidence in their work is incorrectly
high.

When student confidence in materials was correctly low, feedback on
self-evaluation seemed to have a negative effect on performance, lowering
the subgroup means from 54.75 to 49.50. These results contradict the hypo-
thesis stated earlier that feedback on self-evaluations is effective for
all students, but support the findings of Kulhavy et al. who concluded that
when student confidence was correctly low, they were confused, and feedback
was not effective. The results of this study indicate that when students
were unsure of their work, additional feedback only caused more confusion.

Duel (1968) and Irwin (1973) both concluded that self-evaluation did
improve student performance. Due to the ceiling effect noticed in this
study, the current results can neither support their conclusions, nor refute
the findings of McEowen, who found no improvement, and Fried (1965), who
found improvement in some situations. It is clear that the effects of self-
evaluation on student performance would possibly be more informative under
conditions in which student grades are normally distributed.

Although the research seems to support the results of the Kulhavy et al.
(1976) research concerning the effects of feedback, continued research in
this area is needed in order to clarify the effects of feedback in learning
situations in which student performances are complex and student confidence

is difficult to gauge.
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There were many questions raised during this study that will need to
be investigated in future studies. Two were of particular interest. The
first question relates to further explication regarding the negative effect
of self-evaluation only on students.

A second question of interest is where to begin instruction for students
who are unable to use prespecified criteria to improve the quality of their
work. |If students cannot perform specified tasks, cannot use objectives
and criteria statements to evaluate their own work, and cannot use instructor

feedback to improve their products, then the problem may be that these

students do not possess prerequisite skills for the instruction. A feed-
back strategy that includes information on current instruction and on pre-
requisite skills instructioh should be investigated in an attempt to

1 B identify the best strategy for this particular subgroup of students.

If trainees can learn to use prespecified objectives and criteria

effectively to evaluate and shape their performances, the case for the use

of instructional objectives is made even stronger. Then, not only will

-

trainees know precisely what is expected, but they will be able to tell if
and when they are able to perform the requested tasks. Learner achievement
would be expected to improve, and evaluation procedures would be assisted.

If trainee self-evaluation can be developed to an acceptable level,

then time spent on certain types of instructor feedback can be greatly

reduced, freeing trainers for other instructional tasks during the training

1

process.

A28
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InE 41!
$s-1-78
Planning Document

NUM

Evaluation NAME

Directions -- Using a | to 10 scale, with 1 being the lowest and 10 the
highest, evaluate each section of the planning documant.
Please use only whole numbers (no fractions). Base your
evaluations on the criteria suppliad for each section.
Each area has a blank to account for sny other
considerations which may come up. Thank you.

(1-10)

(1-10) 2-

(1-10)

(V)
L]

{1-10) 4 -

(1-10) s -

(1-10) (3

Content Outline

a) s the content of your outline fully explained?

b) is the skill or concept being taught covered in its
, entirety?

c

Need - Purpose

a) s the statement of the purpose a clear statement of
the teacher's goal?

b; Is the need for the unit clearly described?

c

Audience Analysis
a) Does the sudience analysis contain some or all of the
following:
1) class size?
2) description of ability level of students?
3) description of racial makeup of the class?
4) description of different socio-economic groups
y found in class?
S

Objectives . .
a) Are objectives meaningful?
b) Are objectives related to unit of instruction?
c) Are objectives:
1) student oriented?
2) behaviorally stated?
d) Do objectives:
1) specify conditions of performance?
2) specify standards of performance?

e)

Media Selection
a) DOoes media have potential for helping learners®
b) Are there other more appropriate media which could make
the instruction more effective or efficient?
¢) Are there any special circumstances that affect media
) selection which have not been considered?
d

Utilization

a) Is the process for implementing the unit clear and sensibie?

b) Are all the materials utilized?

c) Is the teaching strategy consistant with the audience,
objectives, purpose, and time constraints?

|

e,

Ayt o e e

'?
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1ME 1! Num

§S-1-78 1 2 3
Materials Zvaluation

NAME

Direstions -- Using a | to 10 scale, with | being the lowest and 10 the
nighest, evaluate each aspect of the materiats procuces for
the media product. Please use only whole numbers (no
fractions). Base your evaluation on the criteria supplied
for each aspect. Blanks ere left %o account for any other
considerations which may come up. Thank you.

TECHNICAL QUALITIES CRITERIA

(=10} i. Letzering
a) is lettering legitle?
b) Are letters neatly done?
¢) Are lesters and words appropriately spaced?
d) Are there any unwanted spots of ink or ink smears?
e) Have guidelines been completely erased?

(1-10) 2, 1llystration

a) |s inking neat and accurate?

B) is there sufficient contrast between original/board?
¢c) Have all pencil/stray marks teen cleaned off?

d) Does enlargement fit board property?

e)
(1-10) 3. Mounting
a) s visual completely adhered to backing?
B) s visual trimmed neat and ciean?
¢) Have registration marxs been e-ased?
d) Has excess MT-5, Sealamin, and rubber cement Seen
removed?
:; Is visual well-positioned?
(1-10) L. Transparency making
- Bk a) Are lines solid when projected?
b) Are colored areas solid anc clean?
¢) s hinging securs and workable?
d) s transparency neat and clean?
o)
(i=10) 5. Construction
a) ts product constructed soundly or held together

securely?

b) Has adequate caution been taken to assure product will
stand up to classraom use?

)

(1-10) 6. Appearance
a) |s the product neas?
b) Have any errors been made which detract from the
) product's overall appearance?
¢

{1-10) 7. Other (please 1ist)
a)
o)

27
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Ing 41l
$5-1-78 NUM
§ mass Media Project Evaluation 1 2 3

NAME

Directions =~ Using a 1t to Il scale, with | being the lowest and 10 the highest,
evaluate each aspect of the mass medla product. Please use only
; whole numbers (o fractions). B8ase your evaluation on the criteria
; supplied for each aspec:. Blanks are lef: to account for any other
considerations which may come up. Thank you.

.

- MASS MEDIA PROJELT CRITERIA

. (1-10) 1. Need-Purpose
8) s the statement of the durpose a clear statement of the
teacher's goal?
b) is the meed for the unit clearly described?
e)

(1-10) 2. Audience Analysis
a) Does the audience snalysis contain some or all of the following
1) class size?

. 2) description of ability level of students?
3) description of racial makeup of the class?
k) description of different socio-econcmic grouns found W
i . in class? )
. 5) 1
(1-10) 3. Oescription of Program
a) Title
b) Tire
e) Wnere can it be viewed?
d) Length
c; Medium (TV, Film, etc.)
p d

{i=10) 4. Synopsis of Program
a) |s program clearly described?
b) ts focus of lesson identified?

e)
' (1-10) S. Instructional Activities
A 2) Do preprogran activities set up 3 framcuork for viewing?
b) the relationship between preprogran activities, postprogram

actlvl:ies and the program itself clear?
c) Do activities help learner attain the objective of the lesson?
d)

(1-10) 6. Objectives
a) Are objectives meaningful?
b) Are objectives related to unit of instruction?
c) Are objectives:
1) student oriented?

- 2) behaviorally stated?
& d) Do objectives:

1) specify conditions of performance?
2) specify standards of performance?




